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Phipps and Osborne (1988) described super- 
vised experience in agriculture as consisting "of all 
practical agricultural activities of educational value 
conducted by students outside of class and laboratory 
instruction or on school-released time for which 
systematic instruction and supervision are provided 
by their teachers^ parents, employers, or others" 
(p. 313). Supervised experience programs have been 
a significant part ofvocational agriculture since R.W. 
Stimson, the "Father of Sn.pervised Farming", 
originated the home project plan for teaching agri- 
culture in 1908 (Deyoe, 1949). i^ince then, the con- 
cept of supervised experience has evolved along with 
the agriculture industry and agricultural education. 

John Dewey (1938) advocated educational 
practices allowing students to experience the cur- 
riculum first hand. Dewey proposed that the curricu- 
lum build upon student experiences much the same 
as the concept of supervised experience in agricul- 
ture. Dewey stated that ''education in order to 
accomplish its ends both for the individual learner 
and society must be based upon experience - which is 
always the actual life-experience of some individual" 
(p. 113). Stone and Wosner (1991) stated that "an 
emphasis on cooperative work strategies, experien- 
tial learning, and instruction that requires thinking 
skills, rather than rote memorization, better pre- 

•^1 pares young people for the complex work place they 

will soon confront" (p. 5). Recognizing the value of 

^ supervised experience programs, the National Re- 

search Council Committee on Agricultural Educa- 
lion in Secondary Schools recommended that all 
studtMits participate in worthwhile supervised agri- 

r' cultural experiences (Committee on Agricultural 

J Education in Secondary Schools, 1988). 

Much research has been conducted to help 
I guide educators in planning, conducting, and 



evaluating supervised experience programs. How- 
ever, a need existed to compile the findings of thobe 
research studies. Cruickshank (1985) expressed 
the need for a compilation of educational research 
findings when he recommended that in order to 
raise the professional status of teacher education, 
th ere be a collection and codification of what is 
known about teaching and learning theory into an 
index or manual similar to a physician's desk ref- 
erence. By compiling and synthesizing research 
findings in one area of education, supervised expe- 
rience in agriculture, teacher educators and others 
within the agricultural education profession will be 
provided a reference that illustrates what is known 
about supervised experience and that gives guid- 
ance to future research efforts in the area. As a part 
cf teacher education in agriculture, research on 
supervised experience may be codified to help 
teacher educators and others identify what is 
known. 

Purpose and Procedures 

The purpose of this paper was to provide a 
synthesis of research findings related to supervised 
experience in agriculture. This synthesis would 
illustrate what is known about supervised experi- 
ence and provide a reference to both the teacher and 
the researcher. 

To accomplish the stated purpose, a search 
was conducted of theses and dissertations related to 
supervised experience in agriculture. Studies com- 
pleted at The Ohio State University were located 
through a library search. In addition, a search was 
made of The Ohio State University agricultural 
education microfiche collection and Dissertation 
Abstracts International to identify theses and dis- 
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sertationscompletedatotherinstitutions. The 1987- 
88 and 1988-89 Summaries of Research and Devel- 
opment Activities in Agricultural Education and the 
proceedings of the 1988, 1989, and 1990 National 
Agricultural Education Research Meetings and Cen- 
tral States Agricultural Education Research Con- 
ferences were also used to identify related theses and 
dissertations. 

Findings 

The search yielded 78 theses and disserta- 
tions related to supervised experience in agriculture. 
After preparing abstracts of the research, six catego- 
ries of findings were identified: 1) supervised expe- 
rience program partner perceptions of supervised 
experience, 2) teacher characteristics related to su- 
pervised experience, 3) relationship of supervised 
experience to student achievement, 4) supervisory 
visits, 5) responsibilities for supervised experience, 
and 6) the broadened concept of supervised experi- 
ence. The research findings are summarized in these 
six categories. 

Program Partner Perceptions of 
Supervised Experience 

Supervised experience programs are collabo- 
rative efTorts of the program partners: the agricul- 
ture teacher, school administrators, parents or 
guardian, the student, and employer (if applicable). 
The close tie between program success and partner 
participation and commitment necessitates an ex- 
amination of partner perceptions regarding super- 
vised experience activities and outcomes. 

Agriculture teachers and school administra- 
tors have been shown to be in agreement in their 
attitudes toward supervised experience (Brown, 
1965). Drake (1962) found that Michigan agriculture 
teachers and school superintendents were more in 
agreement with the role of the teacher in supervised 
experience activities than in other aspects of the 
agriculture program. Almazzan (1981) reported that 
the majority of agriculture teachers and school ad- 
ministrators in his study had favorable attitudes 
toward supervised experience. 

Hardway (1959) found a positive relation- 
ship between the perception of the principal toward 
supervised experience and enrollment in the agricul- 
ture program. All questionnaire items related to 
supervised experience in the study received high 
ratings by school principals. Trump (1961) reported 
similar results. 



Oklahoma agriculture teachers rated the 
increase in student leadership skills, work habits, 
self-confidence, job skills, and record keeping skills 
related to supervised experience as being of "very 
high importance** (Wright, 1989). Wright further 
stated that agriculture teachers did not appear to 
perceive earning income to be the primary goal of 
supervised experience, even though the potential of 
losingincome generated by the programs would have 
a significant impact on local economies. The teach- 
ers indicated that students, school administrators, 
and community leaders were aware of the impact 
that agriculture and supervised experience pro* 
grams had on local economies. 

Among the program partners, students and 
their parents have indicated the most negative per- 
ceptions of supervised experience. In a study by 
Hedges (1959), parents rated the value of supervised 
experience piograms lowest among nine areas of 
Ohio vocational agriculture programs. The parents 
also indicated that fewer supervisory visits than 

were currently beingmade would be sufficientforthe 
teacher to adequately supervise students. Hedges 
stated that either parents did not understand the 
importance of supervised experience or that parents 
did not perceive the programs to be as important as 
other components of the agriculture program. 

Later research indicated a more positive 
parental view toward supervised experience. RawU 
(1978) reported that all but one of 40 questionnaire 
items related to supervised experience received 
positive ratings from parents. In another study, 
parents indicated that the experiences and knowl- 
edge gained through summer supervised experience 
programs were not available during the school year 
(Watkins, 1981). However, those parents did not 
rate highly the educational benefits of the summer 
programs. 

Parental encouragement and support of su- 
pervised experience programs was shown to be posi- 
tively related to program effectiveness and quality 
(Gibson, 1987). Parental attitude toward supervised 
experience was also shown to be positively related to 
agriculture teachers providing meaningful student 
program supervision (Byers, 1972). Christensen 
(1964) stressed the need for agriculture teachers to 
establish good relationships with parents during 
supervisory visits. Lemon (1946) reported that ag- 
riculture teachers rated the development of a good 
relationship with the student and parents as being 
the most important aspect of supervisory visits. 

Indicating negative perceptions toward su- 
pervised experience, students listed "projects in- 
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volved" as a very minor factor just ahead of "to aid a 
crippled father" as a reason for enrolling in voca- 
tional agriculture (Bridges, 1966). Watkins (1981) 
reported that students perceived supervisory visits 
from the agriculture teacher during summer place- 
ment urograms to be of little benefit. The students 
rated moral support and encouragement as being the 
most beneficial aspects of summer supervisory visits. 
Flickinger (1942), Byers (1972), and Jones (1980) 
found positive relationships between student per- 
ceptions of supervised experience and: 1) achieve- 
ment in vocational agriculture course work, 2) su- 
pervised experience program achievement, and 3) 
the amount of teacher supervision received. 

Improvement projects related to supervired 
experience are defined as "a series of learning ac- 
tivities that improves the value or appearance of the 
placeofempIoyment,home school, or community; the 
enterprise or agribusiness; or the living conditions of 
the family" (National FFA Foundation, no date). 
Diley (1S53) reported that only one in four students 
in his study carried out home improvement projects. 
Gipp (1959) rciported that improvement projects 
were not being completed in accordance with the 
possibilities for improving family farm facilities. 

Supervised experience activities utilizing 
facilities not owned by students nor their families 
have been viewed as serving an important function 
for those students unable to have an entrepreneurial 
type program. Morris (1981) reported that students 
working cn other farms for supervised experir^nce 
had significantly higher self-esteem than those stu- 
dents working on home farms. Miller (1961) listed 
four reasons given by agriculture teachers for stu- 
dents conductingsupervised experience programs on 
other than the family farm: 1) lack of adequate 
facilities, 2) lack of parental interest,'3) competition 
for facilities from other family members, and 4) lack 
of expansion opportunities. Miller also indicated 
that the student crop and livestock programs con- 
ducted on other farms were slightly larger than those 
conducted on home farms. According to Miller, when 
compared to students conducting supervised experi- 
ence programs on home farms, students conducting 
programs on other farms were perceived by a ma- 
jority of agriculture teachers to have above average 
personalities and levels of cooperation. 

The majority of cooperating farmers in the 
Miller study expressed positive perceptions regard- 
ing students working on their farms for supervised 
experience. Eighty percent of those farmers indi- 
cated that students would have the opportunity to 
conduct four year supervised experience programs 



on their farms while the students were in high school. 
Sixt^ percent of the farmers indicated a willingness 
to assist students establish a farming enterprise 
after high school graduation. 

Responsibilities for Supervised 
Experience 

Haynes (1981), Chyung (1969), and Beemari 
(1967) reported that participation by all program 
partners (teacher, parents or guardian, student, 
school administrators, employer) in the implementa- 
tion and evaluation of supervised experience pro* 
grams is important to program success. However, 
the agriculture teacher has generally been perceived 
to have primary responsibility for ensuring overall 
program effectiveness. McComas (1962) reported 
that acpriculture teachers and school administrators 
perceived the teacher to have an obligation to help 
students maintain accurate farm accounts and an 
overall desirable program. Although administrators 
and teachers indicated that worthwhile experiences 
should be provided to students, only about 65% 
believed that this was being accomplished. Within 
this 65%, 20% more administrators than teachers 
indicated that worthwhile experiences were being 
provided. 

Linds.<:y (1978) indicated that increasing 
numbers of limited opportunity students (limited by 
resources, family situation, or ability) in agriculture 
programs will require teachers to devote extra effort 
to ensure those students have successful supervised 
experience programs. Lindsey reported that the 
m^ority of agriculture teachers in her study per- 
ceived themselves as the persons most involved in 
the choosing of limited opportunity students for a 
particular supervised experience program, deciding 
the initial student project, and evaluating student 
performance therein. 

Agriculture teacher job satisfaction, as re- 
lated to the supervised experience responsibilities, 
appears to have declined in past years. In a 1950 
study, Michigan agriculture teachers who had re- 
mained in teaching for five or more years indicated 
that supervising student projects and summer work 
were major factors in their decision to stay in teach- 
ing (Clark, 1950). However, in 1963, agriculture 
teachers indicated difficulties in developing super- 
vised experienceprograms (Griffith, 1963). In a 1982 
study^ Texas agriculture teachers rated working with 
supervised experience programs as a source of only 
moderate satisfaction (Collins, 1982). 
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Knight (1977) stated that Ohio agriculture 
teachers were spending about 5.5 hours per week 
above normal responsibilities for student program 
supervision. Knight reported no migor differences 
among agriculture teachers who had left the profes- 
sion and those who had remained in the profession in 
terms of the amount of extra time spent in responsi- 
bilities related to supervised experience. 

Todd (1965) found that the beginning teach- 
ers perceived their role in the development of expe- 
rience programs to be very similar to tiie perceptions 
of successful experienced teachers. However, Todd 
founa little agreement between the role expectations 
of beginning teachers for program development and 
their role performances. 

Relationship of Supervised Exper- 
ience to Student Achievement 

Studies have indicated a positive relation- 
ship between student participation in supervised 
experience activities and achievement in agriculture 
course work and other school performance indica- 
tors. Gibson (1987) reported a positive correlation 
between quality of supervised experience program 
and membership status in FFA- Carpenter (1967) 
found that agriculture teachers who reported the 
greater frequency in having students receive ctate 
FFA degrees were the teachers whose students had 
the largest supervised experience programs. 

Ogunrinde (1981) found that agricultural 
knowledge was signiflcantly higher for Ohio stu- 
dents who participated in supervised experience pro- 
grams. Ogunrinde also reported a significant posi- 
tive relationship between student knowledge of ag- 
ricultural occupations ^nd length of related job ex* 
perience. Bruton (1S67) reported that animal science 
knowledge of first-year college of agriculture stu- 
dents at Oklahoma State University was higher for 
those who had participated in supervised experience 
programs wh'ch involved animals. However, Bruton 
found that tlie scope of the supervised experience 
programs had no apparent effect on student knowl- 
edge and understanding of animal science. Potter 
(1984) reported that program scope was not related 
to mainstreamed handicapped student achievement 
in agriculture course work. 

Buyck (1989) concluded that students who 
have supervised experience programs willhavehigher 
grade point averages in vocational agriculture. Gibson 
(1987) reported a significant positive relationship 
between quality of supervised experience program 
and student overall grade point average. Morton 



(1978) reported significant positive relationships 
between student score on a test of agricultural 
knowledge and: 1) opportunity to engage in super- 
vised experience and 2) quality of supervised expe- 
rience program. 

When academically handicapped students 
in an agriculture work experience (AWE) program 
were compared with students firom similar cultural 
and socioeconomic backgrounds enrolled in a regular 
production agriculture program, Archer (1970) found 
that prior to enrolling in the AWE program, the 
academically handicapped students had a signifi- 
cantly higher rate of absenteeism and a lower level of 
school motivation. However, after enrollment, there 
were no differences in absenteeism and school moti- 
vation between the two groups. Prior to enrolling in 
the AWE program, there was no significant difHir- 
ence in the grade point average of the two groups. 
After enrollment, the mean grade point average of 
the academically handicapped students was higher. 

Several studies have indicated the on-the- 
job training provided by supervised experience pro- 
grams was perceived to enhance employability skills. 
Cunningham (1964) reported that school superin- 
tendents believed that on-the-job training should be 
utilized in guic^iingatudents into agricultural occupa- 
tions. In the same study, off-farm agribusiness 
personnel perceived on-the-job training to be a favor- 
able method to guide students intc off-farm agricul- 
tural occupations. Eighty-one percent of those 
agribusiness personnel responding expressed a will- 
ingness to cooperate in such activities. 

Downer (1968) stated that businesspersons, 
vocational teachers, principals, and extension per- 
sonnel perceived the objective of vocational agricul- 
ture as developing competencies needed by students 
to enter and advance in agricultural occupations. 
Those same respondents indicated that occupational 
competencies could best be learned by experiences 
which bring students into contact with occupation- 
related activities. 

Watkins (1981) reported that employers 
ranked '^elp in dealing with job related problems 
that are encountered by the students" as the most 
important benefit of summer supervised experience 
programs. The employers also perceived the sum- 
mer programs to contribute to student occupational 
success. 

Cheatham (1980) reported that agriculture 
teachers in Alabama perceived supervised experi- 
ence as helpful to students in the development, of 
good work habits^ improvement of job related skills, 
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and in relating subject matter to occupations. Rawls 
( 1978) indicated that parents perceived the develop- 
ment of a good work ethic^ agricultural career orien- 
tation, and improved human relations skills to be 
benefits derived from supervised experience. 

In a study of former vocational agriculture 
students engaged in farming, Smailes (1965) re- 
ported that almost 80% indicated that their super- 
vised experience programs had either been ^some- 
what effective'* or %ery effective" in developing their 
interest in farming. The farmers indicated thcit the 
record keeping tasks associated with supervised ex- 
perience were of greatest benefit. 

In contrast to studies showing positive occu- 
pational benefits of supervised experience, Byler 
(1972) concluded that student vocational maturity, 
work values, and occupational aspirations were not 
related to type of prior supervised expenence pro- 
gram. A study of low^: young farmers yielded similar 
results - only about 37% of the respondents indicated 
that they had gained farming experience from their 
supervised experience programs (Crawford, 1969). 

Teacher Characteristics Related to 
Supervised Experience 

Several studies have identified teacher char- 
acteristics associated with sufervised expenence 
program quality. Basinger ('.954) reported that 
school superintendents rated agricvxlture teachers in 
their school systems as having above average compe- 
tence in the supervised experiencecomponent. Those 
teachers holding master s degrees received the high- 
est ratings from school administrators (Basinger, 
1954;Hardway, 1959). Those teachers with master's 
degrees were also found to spend more time with 
students at fairs and during summer supervision 
(Guiler, 1959). 

Agriculture teachers who attended the state 
teachers convention were more likely to have stu- 
dents with high quality supervised experience pro- 
grams (Harris, 1983). Harris also indicated that 
agriculture teachers who had students with high 
quality programs tended to recognize the educa- 
tional value of supervised experience more so than 
did teachers who had students with lower quality 
programs. According to Harris, those agriculture 
teachers in large, multiple teacher departments 
placed more value on supervised experience than did 
their colleagues in smaller, single teacher depart- 
ments. The teachers that were identified (iS provid- 
ing low quality supervised experience activities ap- 
peared to place less emphasis in making supervisory 
visits and requiring supervised experience programs 
of their students than did the teachers who were 



identified as providing high quality activities (Har- 
ris, 1983). 

Several factors related to the amount of time 
agriculture teachers spend supervising student pro- 
grams have been identified. Briers ( 1978) found that 
as the average class size and distances from school to 
both teacher and student homes increased, class 
hours spent on supervised experience instruction 
increased. Briers reported that those teachers who 
had more personal farm experience tended to make 
more supervisory visits to their beginning agricul- 
ture students. Briers also reported that agriculture 
teachers visited students from farms with more ani- 
mal units more firequently than they visited students 
from farms which had fewer animal units. 

Byers (1972) reported that the more hours 
students spent working in their supervised experi- 
ence programs, the larger the financial commitment 
to the program, and the fewer the number of students 
enrolled in agriculture classes, the greater the prob- 
ability was that students received supervision by 
agriculture teachers. The same study indicated that 
the more farmi having above $2500 gross sales there 
were per teacher, the less likely students were to be 
provided teacher supervision. 

Arrington (1981), Gibson (1987), 3uyck 
(1989), and Ajiyadoh (1989) indicated that extended 
teaching contracts were positively related to quality 
of supervised experience programs. Gibson reported 
a negative relationship between the number of out- 
side school activities required of the agriculture 
teachei*, other than FFA, and quality of supervised 
experience programs. Anyadoh reported a signifi- 
cant positive relationship between supervised expe- 
rience program quality and the number of years of 
high school agriculture that the teacher had com- 
pleted. Buyck indicated that past FFA activities of 
the teacher were also positively related to quality of 
supervised experience programs. 

Gibson (1987) reported positive relationships 
between supervised experience program quality and: 
1) the amount of supervision provided by the agri- 
culture teacher at fairs and livestock shows, and 2) 
the amount of classroom instruction on supervised 
experience. Gibson found a negative relationship 
between the distance agriculture teachers lived from 
the school and quality of supervised experience pro- 
grams. 

Kirkland ^^1947) reported that first-year ag- 
riculture teachers perceived the training that they 
had received in supervised experience program plan- 
ning, recordkeeping, and record analysis to be insuf- 
I ficient. However, Gibson (1987) found no significant 
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relationship between quality of supervised experi- 
ence program and teacher perceptions of supervised 
experience training received. 

Supervisory Visits 

Harris (1983) reported that the majority of 
agriculture teachers in his study supported the con* 
cept of individualized instruction through supervi* 
sory visits to the student home or work site. Watkins 
(1981) reported that the minority of agncultural 
employers in her study believed that students 
benefitted by teacher visits to the work site. 

In somewhat of a contrast to Harris and 
Watkins, Morton (1978) did not find a significant 
relationship between the number of supervisory vis- 
its made by the agriculture teacher and student 
achievement on an agricultural knowledge test. 
However, other researchers reported a positive rela- 
tionship between the number of supervisory visits 
and quality of supervised experience programs (Har- 
ris, 1983; Gibson, 1987; Anyadoh, 1989). 

Ohio agriculture teachers who were identi* 
fied as being ^most competent** spent 13.3% of their 
professional time during the summer performing on- 
farm student supervision compared to U.4% for 
those agriculture teachers who were identified as 
being ''least competent" (Guiler, 1959). In a similar 
study, Cepica (1977) reported that over 90% of Okla- 
homa agriculture teachers who were identified as 
having outstanding programs visited at least one- 
half of their students during the summer. Over 20% 
visited all of their students during the summer. 
McComas ( 1962) reported that 80% of the agriculture 
teachctrs in his study who were identified as being 
'^most effective" indicated that an average of seven 
supervisory visits per year was nbeded to adequately 
supervise students. Sixty percent of those teachers 
identified as being ^east effective" perceived six 
visits per year to be sufficient* Palmer (1953) re- 
ported that the agriculture teachers in his sCUdy 
made an average of just over five supervisory visits 
per student per year. Almost 28% of their job-related 
travel time was spent in connection with supervised 
experience programs. Agriculture teachers in a simi- 
lar study reported spending an average of 1.5 hours 
per supervisory visit (Tolbert, 1954). Purkey (1951) 
reported that during school months, agriculture 
teachers worked an average of just over six hours per 
week in activities related to supervised experience 
programs. In summer months, the avera<i:e increased 
to almost 12. 

Guiler (1959) reported that agriculture 
teachers averaged 22 on-farm visits per month dur- 



ing the summer. Waliser (1958) and Wallace (1942) 
reported that agriculture teachers averaged 70 farm 
visits for the entire summer. Tolbert (1954) Indi- 
cated that agriculture teachers spent 24% of their 
professional time supervising student programs on 
the farm during the nine regular school months and 
29% of their professional time during the three sum* 
mer monthc 

The extent to which school administrators 
support providing agriculture teachers release-time 
to make supervisory visits has been shown to be 
positively related to supervised experience program 
quality (Harris, 1983; Gibson, 1987). However, 
Beeman (1967) reported that slightly more than one* 
half of the school administrators in his study dis- 
agreed with releasingagriculture teachers from school 
duties at 1:00 pm each clay to make supervisory 
visits. None of the agriculture teachers in the study 
disagreed with this concept 

Beeman found that agriculture teachers 
viewed the submission of a daily or weekl}^ travel 
agenda of supervisory visits much less favorably 
than did school administrators. Harris (1983) re- 
ported that agriculture teachers did not support 
practices of planning and keeping records of supervi- 
sory visits which were perceived as possibly causing 
a decrease in the quality of supervision* 

Beeman also reported that agriculture 
teachers were much more likely than were school 
administrators to believe that supervisory visits 
should be considered as part of the regular teaching 
load and not as extra-curricular. Watkins (1981) 
found that school aoministrLtors believed that the 
weekends and evenings spent by teachers working 
with students in a vocational horticulture program 
should not be counted as extended service time, but 
that school holidays and summer days should* The 
minority of those administrators indicated that how 
extended service time was spent should be the deci- 
sion of the individual teacher. 

Studies have indicated positive perceptions 
of agriculture teachers regarding the supervision of 
student programs in the summer. Brock (1976) 
found that a twelve month supervised experience 
program was perceived as beneficial to students by 
both rural and urban agriculture teachers. Those 
teachers in rural communities of 2500 people or less 
rated the 12 month program benefits higher than did 
their urban counterparts. Williams (1981) reported 
that all but one of the agriculture teachers in his 
study indicated that student programs should be 
supervised during the summer. All of those teachers 
indicated that current and prospective students 



should be assisted with the selection of supervised 
experience programs during the summer. Over 80% 
of those teachers indicated that group supervised 
experiences should be provided for students during 
the summer, but only 26% reported conducting these 
activities. In a similar study, agriculture teachers 
rated ^'working with current studente" and ^'working 
'Arith prospective students" one and two respectively 
when ranking the importance of major summer ac- 
tivities (Cepica, 1977). 

Research findings indicated that school ad- 
ministrators share similar views with agriculture 
teachers regarding summer supervision. Watkins 
(1981) reported that administrators ranked one-to- 
one instruction as being the most important aspect of 
summer supervision. The administrators indicated 
that during summer employment: 1) the primary 
duty of the agriculture teacher was to work directly 
with students; 2) the teacher should orient prospec- 
tive students with the agriculture program; and 3) 
the teacher should work cooperatively with agricul- 
tural employers. 

Expanding the Concept of 
Supervised Experience 

In recent years, much attention has been 
given to expanding the concept of supervised experi- 
ence to include activities designed for purposes other 
than providing entry-level job skills. Research find- 
ings indicated that this idea is not new, but has been 
promoted for several years. Brown (1965) found that 
the majority of agriculture t^mchers and school ad- 
ministrators in his study were fundamentally in 
agreement with the total vocational agriculture pro- 
gram being expanded to include non-farm occupa- 
tions. Gipp (1959) concluded that many supervised 
experience programs in Ohio needed to become more 
comprehensive. 

Potter (1984) gave support to expanding the 
supervised experience concept beyond employment 
on a farm or in a business when he concluded that a 
positive relationship existed between scope of in- 
school laboratory projects and mainstreamed handi- 
capped student achievement in agriculture course 
work. Rawls (1978) found that 80% of the Iowa 
agriculture students in his study had either school 
laboratory-based or exploratory supervised experi- 
ence programs. Cheatham (1980) reported similar 
findings among Alabama agribusiness students. 
Brock (1976) found that a school farm was viewed as 
being progressively more important as community 
population increased. Brock also concluded that 
urban agriculture teachers were more willing than 



their rural counterparts to limit class enrollment in 
order to ensure adequate supervision of students^ 

Anyadoh (1989) found a sigriifioant positive 
relationship between a school farm being provided 
for supervised experience and the quality of super- 
visea experience programs. Beeman (1967) found a 
mcuority of agriculture teachers and school adminis- 
trators agreed with schools providing land to the 
agriculture projTam for instructional use. Briers 
(1978) indicated that over one-half of the schools in 
his study provided some kind of facility (usually a 
land laboratory) for supendsed experience programs. 
Bingham (1965) expressed the need for more school 
farms in Kentucky. 

Buyck (1989) indicated that supervised ex- 
perience programs can include a wide range of stu- 
dent activities. Research by Harris (1983) indicated 
that agriculture teachers believed that classroom 
instruction should be related to supervised experi- 
ence programs, but that the programs did not neces- 
sarily have to match student career goals* 

As eariy as 1953, it was reported that stu- 
dents were experiencing difficulties conducting suit- 
able supervised experience programs because of in- 
adequate facilities or resources (Diley, 1953). Miller 
(196 1) reported that 19% of Ohio agriculture students 
had no or only limited facilities for supervised expe- 
rience. Of those students, about63% conducted all or 
part of their programs on farms which were not 
owned by their family. 

Leimbach (1964) reported that about 25% of 
the high school agriculture students in his study 
were from urban areas during the 1963-64 school 
year. This represented a 20% increase va urban 
student enrollment from the 1960-61 school year. 
Leimbach reported that about 75% of the agriculture 
teachers indicated making curriculum changes be- 
cause of increasing urban student enrollment. 
Leimbach's found that twice the number of urban 
students as rural students in his sturdy participated 
in supervised experience during the 1963 64 school 
year. However, no diffference in interest in agricul- 
tural occupations between urban and rural students 
was found. 

Gibson (1987) found a positive relationship 
between supervised experience program quality and 
student residence on farms. Gibson also reported a 
positive relationship between program quality and 
the families of students being dependent on farm 
income. Arrington (1981) reported a positive rela- 
tionship between supervised experience program 
scope and students living in a rural area. 
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Lindsey (1978) found that the Ohio agricul- 
ture teachers in her study were experiencing an 
increase in the enrollment of students who had lim- 
ited opportunities for supervised experience pro- 
grams due to financial situation^ lack of parental 
support, lack of facilitieSp or lack of academic ability. 
Lindsey found that a migority of the limited opportu- 
nity students participating in supennsed experience 
programs were anticipating a career in agriculture, 
however, most of the agriculture teachers questioned 
the feasibility of these students entering farming as 
a career. Most of the teachers indicated that the 
agricultural experience gained through supervised 
experience was of more valv;e to the limited oppor- 
tunity students than were the profits earned. 

Beeman (1967) reported that the majority of 
agriculture teachers and school administrators in his 
study favored requiring student participation in 
supervised experience (Beeman, 1967). Texas agri- 
culture teachers indicated that participation should 
be required of production agriculture students 
(Harris, 1983). Researchers have recommended 
required supervised experience programs (Allen, 
1979; Buyck, 1989; Beeman, 1967). Gibson (1987) 
reported a positive relationship between quality of 
supervised experience program and teachers requir- 
ing that a proportion of student grades be dependent 
upon the programs. 



Conclusions 

Conclusions are stated for each of the six 
categories of findings and are based on the as- 
sumption that perceptions and situations are the 
same today as when the reported research studies 
were conducted. Babod on the reported Hndings. the 
following conclusions are made: 

1. Among the program partners, agriculture 
teachers, school administrators, and agri- 
cultural employers are generally in agree- 
ment that supervised experiences provide 
students with skills and knowledge benefit 
cial in agricultural and other types of em- 
ployment. 

2 Students and their parents do not value 
supervised experience as highly as do the 
other program partners, 

3. All program partners are perceived to share 
responsibilities for carrying out supervised 
experience, however, the agriculture teacher 
is viewed as being primarily responsible for 
ensuring program quality. 



4. Agriculture teacher job satisfaction, as re- 
lated to supervised experience responsibili- 
ties, has declined over past years. 

5. Agriculture teachers in multiple teacher de- 
partments place a higher value on super- 
vised experience. 

6. Participation in supervised experience is 
positively related to student achievement in 
agriculture course work and in their career. 

7. Lpength of teaching contract, past participa- 
tion of the teacher in FFA and vocational 
agriculture, teacher farm experience, scope 
of student programSi and teacher participa- 
tion in state teachers convention are all 
positively related to quality of supi^rvision 
provided by the teacher for supervised ex- 
perience programs. 

8. There is a negative relationship between the 
number of outside-school activities (except 
FFA) that the agriculture teacher is re- 
sponsible and supervised experience pro- 
gram quality. 

9. The most effective agriculture teachers 
make the most supervisory vis" ^. 

10. Agriculture teachers are more in favor of 
school release-time being provided for mak- 
ing supervisory visits than are school ad- 
ministrators. 

11. Agriculture teachers view increased paper- 
work related to supervisory visits less favor- 
ably than do school administrators. 

12. Agriculture teachers, school administrators, 
and agricultural em ployers place more value 
on the educational benefits provided stu- 
dents by teacher supervisory visits than do 
stndents or their parents. 

13. The idea of expanding the concept of super- 
vised experience has been promoted for 
several years. 

14. There is a positive relationship between 
school facilities being provided for super- 
vised experience and the quality of those 
supervised experience programs. 

15. The number of limited opportunity students 
enrolling in agriculture programs is increas- 
ing. These students benefit greatly by the 
expanded concept of supervised experience. 
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16. A]l agriculture students should be required 
to participate in supervised experience pro- 
grams. 

17. Agriculture teachers desire more training 
related to conducting supervised experience. 

Implications and 
Recommendations 

Even though the reported research findings 
span a period of many years^ there are important 
implications for today's agricultural education. 
There are also areas in which further research is 
warranted. 

The negative perceptions that students and 
their parents showed toward supervised experience 
and supervisory visits imply a lack of communication 
between the agriculture teacher and the home. This 
reinforces the contentions of Lemon (1946) and 
Christensen (1964) that establishing positive rela- 
tionships with parents is a primary task of the 
agriculture teacher. 

The negative perceptions of parents and 
students imply two possibilities: 1) parents and 
students do not fully understand the purposes and 
procedures of supervised experiences and, therefore, 
do not value the experiences, or 2) parents and 
students do fully understand the purposes and pro- 
cedures of supervised experiences but the purposes 
and procedures are not being adequately met nor 
performed. The truth is probably somewhere be- 
tween these two possibilities. 

Research efforts should be directed at de- 
termining the current perceptions of parents and 
students toward supervised experience and why 
negative perceptions exist. The agricultural educa- 
tion profession should also work at clarifying the role 
and value of supervisory visits. 

Despite the negative perceptions of students 
and parents, supervised experience appears to have 
solid support from agriculture teachers^ school ad- 
ministrators, and agricultural employers. This 
support implies that supervised experience is per- 
ceived to be pedagogically sound and that experien- 
tial learning is believed to be important to the edu- 
cation process as was advocated by Dewey (1936). 
The support of teachers, administrators, and em- 
ployers suggests that supervised experience will con- 
tinue to be a significant part of agricultural educa- 
tion provided there is adequate student and parental | 



support. Positive research findings reported in this 
paper should be used to encourage the support of 
existing programs and the implementation of new 
programs. 

There appears to be little emphasis placed on 
improvement projects. Apparently these activities 
have I teen overshadowed by other supervised expe- 
rience activities. The agricultural education pro- 
fession should clarify the role and value of im- 
provement projects making them separate super- 
vised experience programs or incorporating them as 
a part of all supervised experiences. 

Theonjtically, all program partners share 
responsibilitieji for supervised experience. However, 
in reality, the eflfectiveness of supervised experience 
programs is ultim-^tely the responsibility of the ag- 
riculture teacher and students. Means of increasing 
the level of responsibility that partners have for 
supervised experience programs should be investi- 
gated. These means would certainly include pre- 
paring teachers to work more effectively with part- 
ners. Perhaps efforts to increase responsibilities and 
participation would improve program quality and 
perceptions of supervised experience. 

The reported decline in agriculture teacher 
job satisfaction related to supervised experience re- 
sponsibilities may be due to increased administra- 
tive duties and supervisory visits being relegated to 
primarily an afler-regular-school-hours function. 
Perhaps a decline in supcrvi^^d experience program 
quality and the lack of adequate training are linked 
to lower levels of teacher job satisfaction. Research 
is needed to determine possible predictors of job 
dissatisfaction and ways of correcting the problem. 

Agriculture teacher education must be fully 
committed to the concept of supervised experience 
and provide future agriculture teachers the training 
needed to successfully carry out related responsi- 
bilities. There appears to be a need for inservice 
training of practicing agriculture teachers in the 
conducting of supervised t.^perience activities as 
indicated by teacher beliefs that additional related 
training is needed. 

Extended teaching contracts and the num- 
ber of supervisory visits by the agriculture teacher 
are positively related to the quality of supervised 
experience programs. The number of outside-school 
activities (except FFA) for which the agriculture 
teacher is responsible is negatively related to quality 
of supervised experience programs. Agriculture 
teachers in multiple teacher departments place a 
higher value on supervised experience. These con- 
clusions imply that the time available to the asricul- 
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ture teacher to spend on activities related to supv'^rvi- 
sory experience is positively related to supervised 
experience program quality. This relationship 
points out the need for summer contracts as well as 
adequate school release-time for teachers to make 
supervisory visits. Extracurricular responsibilities 
delegated to the agriculture teacher should be kept to 
a minimum. 

The increased enrollment of limited opportu- 
nity students in agriculture programs necessitates a 
broadening of the supervised experience concept. 
This increased enrollment has implications for agri- 
culture teacher education. Beginning agriculture 
teachers must be prepared to help students imple- 
ment innovative supervised experience programs, 
and practicing teachers must be kept abreast of 
changes in supervised experience. More students 
'vith limited opportunity will require school and 
community facilities to be used to a greater extent in 
supervised experience programs, which should re- 
sult in higher quality programs. 

The fmdings reported in this paper provide 
insight into past research and should serve the pro- 
fession as a reference indicating what is knov;n about 
supervised experience. These fmdings also provide 
the profession a basis on which to make decisions and 
direct future research efforts. 

As supervised occupational experience 
becomes supervised agricultural experience and 
the focus of the concept shifts to include education 
about agriculture as well as education in agriculture, 
researchers should monitor the perceptions of pro- 
gram partners and the effectiveness of supervised 
experience and effect changes where needed. 
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SUMMARY OF RESEARCH SERIES 

Supervised experience has been an integ'cal P^rt of vocational agriculture programs since 1908. 
Supervised experience, a collaborative effort oflhe agriculture teacher, school administrator, parents, 
students, and employer, provides an oopprtunity for student^ to imply and build upon v^hat £hey have 
learned in class and in the laboratory. T711S summary synthesizes the research on supervised experience 
in ajgriculture as reported in tneses and dissertations. It should serve as a useful reference to both teachers 
andresearchers. 

This summary was comoleted as a special project by Matthew Hughes and Matt Baker under the 
direction of R. Kirby .Barrick. Matthew Hughes is a gradu&te student in the Agricultural Education 



Deoartment at The Ohio State University. Matt Baker is Assistai^t Professor of AiTicultural Education 
at Califprni^ gt|it6 Pplytechnij; Uniyersity at Pomona. J)r. Barrick is Prpfessor and Uhair, Department of 



Agricultural Education, The Ohio State University. 
University of Florida and Larry E. Miller, The Oh 
manuscript prior to publication. 
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an import;ant function of the Deoartment of Agricultural Education since it was 
riy activities conducted by the department nave generally been in the form of 



choiar., ^ ^ „ ^ 

graduate tneses, staff studies, funded research, and synthesis of previous research. It is (he purpose of 
this series to make usenil knowledge from such research and synthesis available to practitioners in the 
profession. Individuals desiring additional information on this topic should examine tne references cited. 
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